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Applicadon No. 08/900,964 
Appeal Brief dated November 8, 2004 

REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is the assignee, Apple Computer, Inc., located in 
Cupertino, California. 

RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

In the present application. Applicant filed a first Notice of Appeal on October 19, 
2000. The Appeal number for this earlier appeal is 2002-1304. The Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences mailed its Decision On Appeal on April 15, 2003, which is 
included in the Appendix. 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-25 have been cancelled. Claims 26-45 stand finally rejected by the 
Examiner. Applicant appeals the final rejection of claims 26-45. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

An Amendment After Final Action was filed on June 7, 2004. The Amendment 
requested reconsideration of the application and did not amend any claims. The 
Examiner maintained the claim rejections in an Advisory Action. 
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

With respect to independent claims 26, 36, 43, and 45, a host computer (210) runs 
an application program (228) and an operating system (230) using a processor (212) and 
a display (110) (see FIG, 2 and page 10, lines 1-4). The processor (212) automatically 
generates a window control signal (control signals 316 in FIG. 3) in response to the 
application program (228) (page 11, line 17 through page 12, line 9). A window 
generator (326; see also FIG. 5) receives the window control signal and generates a 
window information signal, which includes the window pulse on line 330 (page 12, 
lines 10-19). A display control device (318) receives the window information signal 
(included in analog window signal on line 336) and a video signal (310) and processes 
the video signal based on the window information signal to provide a processed video 
signal (via line 319) to a display (110). 

A display (110) may include a cathode ray tube (322), a high voltage power 
supply (320), and an automatic beam limiter (332) (claims 29-33, 38-40). The display 
control device 318 includes a video amplifier. The limiter (332) is connected between 
the window generator (326) and the display control device (318). The limiter device 
(332) samples the signal generated by the high voltage power supply (320) to determine 
when to limit the high voltage signal (line 324) supplied to CRT (322). To limit the 
signal supplied to the cathode ray tube (322), the automatic beam limiter (332) provides 
an analog window signal (line 336) to the gain control of the video amplifier (318) (page 
12, line 17 to page 10; see also FIG. 7). 

GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

(1) Whether claims 26-28, 34-37, and 41-45 are anticipated by United States 
Patent 5,978,041 by Masuda et al. (hereinafter "Masuda"). 
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(2) Whether claims 29-33 and 38-40 are obvious in view of Masuda in view^ of 
United States Patent 5,204,748 by Lagoni. 

ARGUMENTS 

(1) Wlwther claims 26-28, 34-37, and 41-45 are anticipated by Masuda 

In order for a reference to anticipate an invention, each and every element of the 
claimed invention must be found in a single reference. ''Moreover, it is incumbent upon 
the examiner to identify wherein each and every facet of the claimed invention is 
disclosed in the applied reference." Ex parte Levy, 17 USPQ2d 1461, 1462 (Bd Pat App 
& Inter 1990). Section 2131.01 of the MPEP further states the "identical invention must 
be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the . . . claim. The elements must be 
arranged as required by the claim. . /' Applicant respectfully submits that Masuda does 
not anticipate Applicant's claimed invention because Masuda does not teach or disclose 
each and every element of the claimed invention. 

Claims 26, 27, 28, 34, 35 

Independent claim 26 recites, in relevant part, "a host computer system for 
running an application program" and "a processor device for automatically generating 
a window control signal in response to said application program." Nothing in Masuda 
teaches "a host computer system for running an application program" and "a processor 
device for automatically generating a window control signal in response to said 
application program." 
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The Examiner argues Masuda teaches a host computer system for running an 
application program in Figure 48. The teachings of Masuda include a scan or frequency 
conversion function and a brightness control function. The specification states the 
components in FIG. 48 that are the same as those shown in FIGS. 31 and 43 are assigned 
the same reference numbers in FIG. 48 (col. 38, lines 5-10). Thus, the external input 
means 3106 is, for example, an input device of a television video signal that reads a 
picture signal B inputted from the input terminal 3107 and sends it to the picture 
composition means 3103 (col. 32, lines 49-64). Picture data A is stored in ROM 3405. 
The picture data B is composed in the previous picture data A by the picture 
composition means 3103. The picture signal output from the picture composition 
means 3103 and a control signal passing through the interface 352 are supplied to the 
picture display means 350 from the picture signal output means 351. In the 
embodiment of FIG. 48, a specific area brightness conversion means integrated within 
the picture composition means 3103 changes the brightness levels of pictures A and B 
separately from each other (col. 38, lines 14-22). Masuda then states an actual 
constitution of the FIG. 48 embodiment is, for example, a computer body such as a 
personal computer or a work station and a monitor display device (col, 38, lines 23-26). 
Applicant submits, however, that nothing in this description or in the specification 
teaches running an application program on the personal computer or work station and 
''generating a window information signal in response to the application program.'' 

The Examiner also argues Masuda teaches a host computer system for running 
an application program in the description located at column 36, lines 59-67. Lines 59-67 
state: 

In the drawing, a program of the CPU circuit 34 as well as the picture data 
A are stored in the ROM 3305 and the CPU circuit 34 performs processes 
such as setting of a composition area and execution of various operations 
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on the basis of this program. In this case, the CPU circuit 34 sets the 
brightness level of the composition portion by software operation and by 
doing this, the hardware configuration becomes simpler than that of the 
embodiment shown in FIG. 31. 

Applicant respectfully submits this paragraph does not disclose or teach "a host 
computer system for running an application program" and "a processor device for 
automatically generating a window control signal in response to said application 
program''. Lines 63-65 do state the CPU sets the brightness level of the composition 
portion by software operation. However, this is not the same as "a host computer 
system for running an application program'' and "a processor device for automatically 
generating a window control signal in response to said application program." Masuda 
is not generating a signal in response to an application program. Instead, this section of 
Masuda teaches setting the brightness level ''by software operation." 

The Examiner argues the "control signal" shown in FIG. 48 teaches the claimed 
window control signal. However, Applicant submits the description of Figure 48 does 
not disclose how and why the control signal is generated. The description of the control 
signal is limited to "... a control signal passing through the interface 352 are supplied to 
the picture display means 350 from the picture signal output means 351." (see coL 38, 
lines 19-22). This brief description does not teach "a host computer system for running 
an application program" and "a processor device for automatically generating a 
window control signal in response to said application program." 

Independent claim 26 further recites "a window generator device, for receiving 
said window control signal, and for generating a window information signal" and "a 
display control device for receiving a video signal and said window information signal, 
for processing said video signal in response to said window information signal and for 
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providing a processed video signal to a computer display screen to generate said high- 
luminance viev^ing window thereon/' The Examiner argues Masuda teaches the 
window information signal in the timing signal key (Key) shown in Figure 52 and in 
lines 61-67 in column 39. Lines 61-67 state the following: 

In FIG. 52, when composition position data is inputted from the input terminal 
3254, it is supplied to the timing generator 355 together with a synchronizing 
signal of the picture signal Videol and a dot clock signal and a timing signal key 
of the composition position of the picture B which is the same as the timing 
signal key shown in FIG. 51 is generated. The change-over switch 3115 is 
controlled by this timing signal key. (emphasis added) 

Thus, the description of Figure 52 clearly states the timing signal key (Key) controls the 
change-over switch. The timing signal key is not received by a display control device 
that receives both a video signal and the window information signal and processes the 
video signal in response to the window information signal, as claimed in Applicant's 
claim 26. 

"Claims in dependent form shall be construed to incorporate by reference all the 
limitations of the claim incorporated by reference into the dependent claim." 37 CFR 
1.75. Therefore, claims 27, 28, 34, and 35 include all the limitations of claim 26, Since 
Masuda does not anticipate independent claim 26, Applicant respectfully submits 
claims 27, 28, 34, and 35 are also not anticipated by Masuda . 

Claims 36, 37, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45 

Independent claim 36 recites, in relevant part, "running an application program 
on a host computer" and "generating a window control signal in response to said 
application program." Nothing in Masuda teaches "running an application program on 
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a host computer" and "generating a window control signal in response to said 
application program/' 

The Examiner argues Masuda teaches running an application program on a host 
computer system in Figure 48 and in the description located at column 36, lines 59-67. 
Lines 59-67 state: 

In the drawing, a program of the CPU circuit 34 as well as the picture data 
A are stored in the ROM 3305 and the CPU circuit 34 performs processes 
such as setting of a composition area and execution of various operations 
on the basis of this program. In this case, the CPU circuit 34 sets the 
brightness level of the composition portion by software operation and by 
doing this, the hardware configuration becomes simpler than that of the 
embodiment shown in FIG. 31. 

Applicant respectfully submits this paragraph does not disclose or teach ''a host 
computer system for running an application program" and "a processor device for 
automatically generating a window control signal in response to said application 
program". Masuda is not generating a signal in response to an application program. 
Instead, this section of Masuda teaches setting the brightness level ''by software 
operation." 

Applicant notes that lines 23-26 in column 38 of Masuda state an actual 
constitution of the FIG. 48 embodiment is, for example, a personal computer or a work 
station and a monitor display device (col. 38, lines 23-26). Nothing found in the 
description, however, teaches running an application program on the personal 
computer or work station and "generating a window information signal in response to 
the application program." 



Page 8 of 19 



Application No. 08/900,964 
Appeal Brief dated November 8, 2004 



The Examiner also argues the "control signal" shown in FIG. 48 teaches the 
claimed window control signal. However, Applicant submits the description of Figure 
48 does not disclose how and why the control signal is generated. The description of 
the control signal is limited to a control signal passing through the interface 352 are 
supplied to the picture display means 350 from the picture signal output means 351." 
(see col 38, lines 19-22). This brief description does not teach ''a host computer system 
for running an application program" and "a processor device for automatically 
generating a window control signal in response to said application program." 

Independent claim 36 further recites, in relevant part, "generating a window 
information signal in response to said window control signal", "providing a video 
signal and said window information signal to a display control device for processing 
said video signal in response to said window information signal", and "providing a 
processed video signal to a computer display screen to generate said high-luminance 
viewing window thereon." The Examiner argues Masuda teaches the window 
information signal in the timing signal key (Key) shown in Figure 52 and in lines 61-67 
in column 39. Lines 61-67 state the following: 

In FIG, 52, when composition position data is inputted from the input terminal 
3254, it is supplied to the timing generator 355 together with a synchronizing 
signal of the picture signal Videol and a dot clock signal and a timing signal key 
of the composition position of the picture B which is the same as the timing 
signal key shown in FIG. 51 is generated. The change-over switch 3115 is 
controlled by this timing signal key, (emphasis added) 

Thus, the description of Figure 52 clearly states the timing signal key (Key) controls the 
change-over switch. The timing signal key is not received by a display control device 
that receives both a video signal and the window information signal and processes the 
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video signal in response to the window information signal, as claimed in Applicant's 
claim 36. 

"Claims in dependent form shall be construed to incorporate by reference all the 
limitations of the claim incorporated by reference into the dependent claim." 37 CFR 
1.75. Therefore, claims 37, 41, and 42 include all the limitations of claim 36 and claim 44 
the limitations of claim 43. Since Masuda does not'anticipate independent claims 36 
and 43, Applicant respectfully submits claims 37, 41, 42, and 44 are also not anticipated 
by Masuda . 

(2) Wltether claims 29-33 and 38-40 are obinous in view of Masuda and La goni 

The Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP) states the following in 
Section 2142: 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be 
met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference 
teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach 
or suggest all the claim limitations. 

Applicant submits that the combination of Masuda and Lagoni does not render 
Applicant's claimed invention obvious, since the combination of references does not 
meet any one of the three criteria. 

The Examiner argues it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to provide Lagoni' s BCL in the display device of Masuda in view of the teaching 
in the Lagoni reference. Applicant respectfully submits that there is no motivation to 
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combine the references to produced the claimed invention. First, the teachings in the 
references do not suggest or provide the motivation to combine the references. "The 
mere fact that references can be combined or modified does not render the resultant 
combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the 
combination." MPEP Section 2143.01 (emphasis original). The motivation or 
suggestion to combine references must be found in the prior art, not in Applicant's 
disclosure. And ''the level of skill in the art cannot be relied upon to provide the 
suggestion to combine references." Id. 

Secondly, the combination of references does not teach all of the claimed 
elements and limitations. Claims 29-33 depend from independent claim 26. Claims 38- 
40 depend front independent claim 36. Therefore, claims 29-33 include all of the 
limitations of claim 26 and claims 38-40 all of the limitations of claim 36. 

Applicant notes its earlier arguments regarding Masuda also apply to this 
rejection. And Lagoni discloses a beam current limiting function for a picture-in-picture 
television system. Nothing in the combination of Masuda with Lagoni teaches or 
suggests "running an application program on a host computer", "generating a window 
control signal in response to the application program", "generating a window 
information signal in response to said window control signal", or "providing a video 
signal and said window information signal to a display control device for processing 
said video signal in response to said window information signal." 

When an independent claim is not rendered obvious by prior art, then any claim 
depending from the independent claim is not obvious. In re Fine, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988) (see also M.P.E.P. § 2143.03). Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits claims 
29-33 and 38-40 are not obvious in view of the combination of Masuda with Lagoni . 
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In light of the arguments above, Apphcant believes that all claims pending in the 
application are allowable and therefore requests a reversal of the final rejection of such 
claims. 



Date: November 10, 2004 



Respectfully submitted. 




Nancy R. Simon 

Attorney for Applicant 

Reg. No. 36,930 

Simon & Koerner LLP 

10052 Pasadena Avenue, Suite B 

Cupertino, California 95014 

direct dial (408) 873-3941; fax (408) 873-3945 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

Claims 1-25 (Canceled) 

Claim 26 (Previously presented): A system for generating a high-luminance window on 
a computer display device, comprising: 

a host computer system for running an application program; 

a processor device for automatically generating a window control signal in 
response to said application program; 

a window generator device, for receiving said window control signal, and for 
generating a window information signal; and 

a display control device for receiving a video signal and said window 
information signal, for processing said video signal in response to said window 
information signal and for providing a processed video signal to a computer display 
screen to generate said high-luminance viewing window thereon. 

Claim 27 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 26 wherein said computer 
display device includes a cathode ray tube (CRT) device. 

Claim 28 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 27 wherein said computer 
display device includes a high-voltage power supply (HVPS) for providing a high- 
voltage signal to an anode of said CRT device. 
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Claim 29 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 28 wherein said computer 
display device includes a limiter device coupled to said v^indow generator device and 
to said HVPS, said limiter device for limiting beam current supplied to said CRT device 
by said HVPS. 

Claim 30 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 29 v^herein said limiter device is 
an automatic beam limiter ( ABL) for sampling the current of said high-voltage signal to 
automatically determine v^hen to limit said signal. 

Claim 31 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 30 wherein said display control 
device includes a video amplifier and said ABL provides an analog window signal to 
said video amplifier. 

Claim 32 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 31 wherein said ABL provides 
said analog window signal to control a gain control of said video amplifier. 

Claim 33 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 29 wherein said display control 
device is a video amplifier and said window control signal includes position and size 
iiiformation for said high-luminance viewing window. 



Page 14 of 19 



Application No. 08/900,964 
Appeal Brief dated November 8, 2004 



Claim 34 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 26 wherein information within 
said high-luminance viewing window is different from information outside said 
window. 

Claim 35 (Previously presented): The system of Claim 26 wherein said host computer 
provides a horizontal synchronization (H Sync) signal and vertical synchronization (V 
Sync) signal. 

Claim 36 (Previously presented): A method for generating a high-luminance viewing 
window on a computer display device, comprising: 

running an application program on a host computer; 

generating a window control signal in response to said application program; 
generating a window information signal in response to said window control 

signal; 

providing a video signal and said window information signal to a display control 
device for processing said video signal in response to said window information signal; 
and 

providing a processed video signal to a computer display screen to generate said 
high-luminance viewing window thereon. 
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Claim 37 (Previously presented): The method of Claim 36 comprising: 

generating said video signal in response to said application program. 

Claim 38 (Previously presented): The method of Claim 37 comprising: 

generating a high-voltage signal and providing said high-voltage signal to an 
anode of a cathode ray tube (CRT) device; and 

sampling the current of said high-voltage signal using an automatic beam limiter 
(ABL) device to determine when to limit beam current supplied to said CRT. 

Claim 39 (Previously presented): The method of Claim 38 comprising providing an 
analog windov^ signal from said ABL device to a video amplifier. 

Claim 40 (Previously presented): The method of Claim 39 wherein providing said 
analog window signal to said video amplifier determines the gain of said video 
amplifier. 

Claim 41 (Previously presented): The method of claim 36 wherein generating said high- 
luminance viewing window includes displaying information within said viewing 
window, derived from said video data signal, distinct from information displayed 
outside said viewing window. 
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Claim 42 (Previously presented): The method of Claim 36 further comprising 
generating a horizontal synchronization signal (H Sync) and a vertical synchronization 
signal (V Sync). 

Claim 43 (Previously presented): A computer-readable medium containing instructions 
for performing steps comprising: 

generating a window control signal in response to an application program, said 
window control signal including a video data signal; 

generating a window information signal in response to said window control 

signal; 

processing said video signal in response to said window information signal; and 

providing a processed video signal to a computer display screen to generate said 
high-luminance viewing window thereon. 

Claim 44 (Previously presented): The computer-readable medium of Claim 43 wherein 
producing a high-luminance viewing window includes providing information, derived 
from said video data signal, for display within said window wherein said windowed 
information is distinct from information displayed outside said viewing area. 
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Claim 45 (Previously presented): A system for generating high-luminance viewing 
windows on a display device, comprising: 

means for running an application program, said application program providing 
a video data signal; 

means for generating a window control signal in response to said application 
program; 

means for generating a window information signal in response to said window 
control signal; 

means for receiving a video signal and said window information signal and 
processing said video signal in response to said window information signal; and 

means for applying a processed video signal to a computer display screen to 
generate said high-luminance windows. 
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DECISION ON APPTTar 

■ This is a decision on appeal fro. the finai rejection of 
Claims 2 6-45. 

The invention pertains to the generation of hi,h-l^i„ance 
windows on a computer display device. 

Representative independent claim 26 is reproduced as 

follows*: 
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a host computer system ,or running an application program- 

cont.o^--TL-:-^rto-^-f-^^ 
si,nar:nT?o~:.\rr:in£; -L^-^^^^^^^ 

devic^ ?ori:Liv?^ra vSo^signar^n'd'" ~-»P"ter display 

Signal, for processing saW vldlS sianal r:"""""" "formatioi 
window information siJr,»l =„j ? signal in response to sJild 
Signal to a computer SJplafs.?eeS'?r''"' ' Processed video 
luminance viewing winSS thLI" i° =^id high- 

The examiner relies on the following references: ■ 
Whitehead a n->-. 

Lagoni Vll/lll ^2, 1988 

McLaughlin et al. (McLaughlin) 1:1^0,111 1%'^ 

Claims 26-45 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103. . As 
evidence of obviousness, the examiner offers McLaughlin and 
Whitehead with regard to claims 26, 27, 34-37 and 41-45, adding 
Lagoni with regard to claims 28-33 and 38-40. 

Reference is made to the brief and answer for the respective 
positions of appellant and the examiner. 
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OPINION 



At the outset, although ignored by appellant and the 
examiner, „e note that claims 43 and 44, directed to a -computer- 
readable medium," are awkward. While there is nothing 
intrinsically wrong with claiming such a computer-readable 
"ediuM, it is a bit awkward to recite that the medium has 
instructions (or performing steps, e.g., -using a display control 
device..." Wherein such steps 're^i^ a structure, in any event, 
we make no rejection based this Slanguage, leaving it to 
appellant and the examiner to make sure that all claims 
particularly point out and distinctly claim applicant's 
invention. 

With regard to the independent claims, the examiner applies 
McLaughlin for a teaching of generating a high-lu.inance viewing 
Window 300 on a computer display la comprising a host computer 
system for running an application program (citing column 5, lines 
15-18), a processor 11 for automatically generating a window 
control Signal (citing column 14, line 37, on link 16E in 
response to the application program (citing column 14, lines 36- 
42 and column IS, lines 13-22,, and a computer display device 16 
Wherein the computer display device comprises a window generator 
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device, identified as processor 16c in ngure 1, fo. receiving 
the Window control signal and for generating a window information 
-gnai (Citing column 5, lines 15-21), and a display control 
device (control circuitry 16D in Figure 1 and eolu^ 5, line 1., 
to control characteristics, such as size, position, brightness 
and contrast (colu™, 3, lines 50-57, , of the .ain window and the 
high-luainance window (colunn 15, lines 13-22) . The examiner 
contends that these two windows have 'two distinct informations" 
and both are displayed on a CRT dismay screen in response to 
Window information from manuil contUls 16B or from the window 
venerator ISC. The examiner further points to the display device 
16 receiving a video signal from video board 20 under control of 
processor 11. 

The examiner recognizes that McLaughlin does not explicitly 

disclose the control cirriii+- i <:r, 

circuit 16D receiving the video signal and 

processing the received video sianal in 

viaeo signal m response to the window 

information signal in order to generate a high-luminance viewing 
Window. However, the examiner turns to Whitehead for a teaching 
Of highlighting an area of a CRT, identifying highlight selector 
38 in Figure 2 of Whitehead as a window generator device . After 
discussing how whitehead discloses various elements for receiving 
a Window control signal generated by a highlight operator 
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control, veneration ot a „i„.ow indorsation 3i,nai and a display 
control device, at page . o. tKe answer, the examiner concludes 
that it would have .een obvious to substitute Whitehead's window 

venerator device and the control display device of „c.au,hli„ 
-because this would allow the operator adjusting the brightness 
and/or contrast of the selected highlight area and/or the 

background i^age independently, as taught by whitehead ,see 

abstract)" [answer-page 5] . ' ^' ■ 

we Will reverse the exaCiner' s' rejections based on a lack of 
a =howing of a ..i,^ ,,,, obviousness with regard to the 
instant claimed subject matter. 

Each independent clai. specifically retires, in one for. or 
another, a display control for receiving a video signal and a 
Window information signal (which is generated fro. a window 
control signal provided by a processor responsive to an 
application program, and processing the video signal responsive 
to the Window information signal in order to generate a high- 
luminance Viewing Window. Now, the examiner recogni.es this 
cieficiency in McLaughlin and so relies on whitehead to provide 
this teaching. However, the examiner specifically identifies 
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hi.hli,ht selector 38 o, Whitehead as the -window generator 



device. 



It is Clear, fro. Whitehead, that highlight selector 38 
selects a different loo.-up taMe in a transfer function ™e.or, 
30 for the highlighted area and it „ay also intensify the i.age 
" that area ,cclu^ 4. lines 28-31,, but it does not, in any 
way, generate a window, as required by a -window generator 
device. Whitehead .ay highlight a portion of an i.age but does 
not generate its own distinct l.age^ia a -window generator 
device " ' • 



While, no separate window is generated by whitehead, one 
-*t say that highlight selector 38 of whitehead could be 
considered a -window generator device," as claimed, since it does 
receive a window control signal ,fro. highlight operator controls 
13) and does generate a signal (see the outputs of highlight 
selector 38) which could, conceivably, be labeled -a window 
information signal.- However, even if we interpret the highlight 
selector in this manner, this is only as far as the 
interpretation can go. ror example, instant claim 26 further 
-as for the display control device to receive a video signal 
and the window information signal .which was generated from the 
Window generator device previously, and to use that window 
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.nfor^ation si,nal to the video signal so that the 

processed video signai can .e provided to the compute, display 
screen to generate the high-i^inance viewing window, xhe o.tp.t 
o. Whitehead-3 highlight selector 3S, i.e., what the examine, has 
-terp.eted as the ^window indorsation signal,- is not, in any 

way/ used to proce^c; ^ TriH^^ 

process a video signal so as to generate a high- 
luminance viewing window, as claimed. 

It is true that the exa^i^ner is employing McLaughlin as the 
reference teaching the claimed dismay control device 16 which 
receives the video signal fiom the/video board 20. However 
While McLaughlin indicates that the video .oard 20 drives display 

device 16 (column 5, lines 59-60^ ^-k 

lines 59 60), there zs nothing therein 

-.seating that the display device processes a video signal .rom 
the board, in response to a window information signal. Moreover 
even though the examiner also points to ngure 6 o. Whitehead .or 
a teaching a video signal, we find nothing in Whitehead 
-Cicating that this video signal, 3. in Pigure S, is processed 
- response to the -window information signal" output from 
-ahlight selector 3S. m fact, when the .i,.re . embodiment is 
Placed in the Figure 2 embodiment of Whitehead, it would appear 
that an input to the highlight selector 38 would initiate from 
the Video signal, rather than the video signal and the -window 
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in^c^auon 3i,„al» bein, .oth ,n,ut to a Mispla. control 

device " 



Thus, even U the references were co^inaMe, an. „e are not 
convinced, fro. t.e examiner's rationale, that they are so 

« an. .anner for any purpose, It „oul. appear to us that the 

-tter because no reasonable co^lnation of these references 
would have resulted in the if \. 

n the claimed j^stem and method whereby a 

processor automatically ,enlrates i window control signal in 
-ponse to an application program, a window information signal 

.nformation signal so generated is then used to process a video 
3.,nal in order to generate a hi,h-luminance viewin, window 

Moreover, the examiner's rationale for making the 
combination, i .e. , . -because this would allow the operator 
adjusting the brightness and/or contrast of the selected 
h.,hlight area and/or the background image independently, as 
taught by Whitehead ,see abstract,^ (answer-page 5,, appears to 
be based on impermissible hindsight. 
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It would appear that McLaughlin, alone, would teach the 
ad^usfnent of brightness and/or contrast, of a selected 
highlighted window while leaving a background portion of a 
display at a lower brightness, or luminance. This is based on 
McLaughlin's teaching of enabling a user to vary display 
Para^neters such as brightness, or contrast, picture size or 
position (see abstract,, including selection of a -.axi.u. 
displayed intensity value. ^ .hus, the i.age in window 300 can 
have its parameters, e.g., lu.i„an^%aried to differ fro. that 
Of the background portion o/ the sireen. McLaughlin would also 
appear to run an application program and a processor wherein that 
processor needs to generate so.e type of control signal in order 
to establish, or generate, the window 300. However, it is not 
Clear that McLaughlin, or the co:„bination of McLaughlin and 
Whitehead, teaches or suggests the combination or 

interrelationship of the rl=,i™«,< ■ 

P the claimed srgnals wherein the application 

program causes a processor to automatically generate a window 
control Signal, then that window control signal is used to 
generate a window information signal which, in turn, is used to 

process a video signal such that the processed viHe ■ , 

viocessed video signal then 

causes a computer display screen to generate a hi k . • 

yenerate a high-luminance 

viewing window thereon. 
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we have reviewed the abstract of Whitehead, which the 
examiner points to for the suggestion of adjusting 
brightness/contrast of a selected highlighted area and/or 
background image independently but this teaching appears to be 
directed to highlighting portions of an image so as to give 
better contrast, as in a medical image, it does not appear to be 
directed to highlighting only certain portions of a display 
•screen- and certainly does not add anything more to Hc.aughlin 
Which already suggests, in our view^ihe adjustment of the 
luminance of a window indep,i.dentl/ of a background section 

While the examiner applies Lagoni m a rejection of certain 
dependent claims, since Lagonl does not provide for the 
deficiencies of the primary references regarding the Independent 
Claims, we also will not sustain the rejection of those claims to 
Which McLaughlin, Whitehead and Lagonl are applied in 
combination. 
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The examiner's decision rejecting claims 26-45 under 
35 U.S.C. 103 is reversed. 

REVERSED 



t:rro 




RROL A. KRASS 
Administrative PaterJ' Judge 



LEE E. BARRETT 
Administrative Patent Judge 

JOSEPH L. DIXON 
Administrative Patent Judge 
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